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Period for Reply 


A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )H Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 May 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 28 and 30-36 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) H Claim(s) 28 and 30-36 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) I3 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: the specification is not seen as describing the tee as being "multi- 
component" (claim 31) or the sheet as being "multi-component" (claim 36). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 31,35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In claim 3 1, the language "said surface layer providing is" is 
inapt. 

In claim 36, the language "multi-component" is unclear in describing the structure of the 

sheet. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 28 and 30-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Whelan et al. (3,954,263) in view of Anderson (5,890,976), Chang (6,402,636), Flesicher 
(5,984,808) and Lutz (5,744,549). Note the basis for the rejections set forth in the Office Action 
mailed August 23, 2004. 
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Regarding the added limitation to claim 28, the references to Whelan et al. and Anderson 
both teach that it is well known in the art of golf tees to provide a central depression in the golf 
ball support surface in order to properly support the ball. Further, Anderson teaches that it is 
well known in the art of golf tees to apply the layer thereto using an adhesive (column 2, lines 
65-67). Also, a ball hit off the tee of the combination of references will obviously travel farther 
than a ball without the polytetrafluoroethylene coating as the coating will reduce the frictional 
effects between the ball and tee. 

Regarding the added limitations to claim 3 1, the combination of Whelan in view of 
Anderson teaches a layer that is applied to the golf tee that conforms to the shape of the head of 
the tee. 

Regarding claim 32, replacing the polyurethane coating on the tee of Whelan with a 
polytetrafluoroethylene layer will create a ball support surface consisting essentially of the 
polytetrafluoroethylene layer. 

Regarding claim 33, Anderson teaches that it is well known in the art of golf tees to either 
apply a surface layer directly to the tee or to first form the layer and then apply it to the tee. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form the coating of Whelan et al. 
first as a layer beofr application to the tee in order to provide an alternative method of 
manufacturing that is taught by Anderson as being substantially equivalent. 

Regarding claim 34, Anderson states that it is well known in the art of golf tees to apply 
the layer to the tee using an adhesive. 

Regarding claim 35, the surface layer that is first formed and then applied to the tee is 
seen as a shaped sheet that is adhered to the tee. 
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Regarding claim 36, insofar as this claim may be understood, the combination of Whelan 
et al. in view of Anderson teaches the claimed structure by providing a layer that is adhesively 
applied to the surface of the tee. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments filed May 9, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding the applicant's argument that no art has been found showing 
polytetrafluoroethylene applied to a golf tee, the rejection of instant claims is over the 
combination of Whelan et al. in view of Anderson, Chang, Lutz and Fleischer. The lack of a 
specific teaching could simply be because any prior applications claiming such were also 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over the given prior art. 

Regarding the applicant's argument that no art show polytetrafluoroethylene as a cover 
layer or ball support for a tee, Anderson teaches that it is well known in the art of golf tees to 
either coat the tee itself or apply a covering layer to the tee using adhesive. The references to 
Chang, Fleischer and Lutz teach that polytetrafluoroethylene is well known in the art of golf to 
be used as a coating for its physical advantages. To apply a polytetrafluoroethylene layer to a 
golf tee would have been obvious given the teachings of Anderson, Chang, Fleischer and Lutz. 

Regarding the applicant's argument that Whelan makes only a passing remark to using 
polyurethane as a coating, this does not change the fact that a teaching is present in the prior art 
to utilize polymeric materials as a coating for golf tees. 

Regarding the applicant's argument that just because polytetrafluoroethylene is used in 
some golf equipment does not mean that it is obvious for all, this argument is not persuasive as 
Lutz, Chang and Fleischer all teach uses that would be beneficial for a golf tee. In fact, Fleischer 
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teaches polytetrafluoroethylene in a golf tee application. It is unclear how applicant can make 
his assertion when Fleischer also teaches a golf tee environment. 

Regarding the applicant's argument that Whelan is not concerned with ball travel, the 
citation is relied upon merely for the teaching that it is well known in the art of golf tees to 
provide coatings of various materials thereon (note column 1, line 65 through column 2, line 4 
and column 2, lines 43-45). The purpose of the coating is not only to prevent premature 
decomposing of the inner compound but also to provide a hard coating that will not necessarily 
break the first time that it is used and will not scratch, dent or mark a golf club face. 

Regarding the applicant's arguments particularly directed to the Whelan reference 
attention is directed to the remarks stated above. Even if the polyurethane coating is made in a 
passing remark, such does not preclude that it is a teaching in the prior art that it is known in the 
art of golf tees to apply a polymeric coating to the surface of a golf tee in order to take advantage 
of that material's physical characteristics. The argument that the polyurethane material is not 
mentioned does not preclude one of ordinary skill in the art from reading Whelan' s disclosure 
and concluding that it is known in the art to coat golf tees with a polymeric material. Regarding 
the applicant's assertion that Whelan teaches away from the instant invention, this argument is 
not persuasive as Whelan is cited merely as a teaching that it is known in the art of golf tees to 
coat the tee with a material in order to take advantage of that material's well known physical 
characteristics. Whelan advances this argument by providing a polymeric material and listing 
the advantageous properties of the material. The teaching for a friction reducing material having 
a coefficient of friction similar to polytetrafluoroethylene is taught by the secondary references 
in the combination. 
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Regarding the references to Lutz, Fleischer and Chang, these references are cited as a 
collective teaching that it is well known in the art of golf to apply polytetrafluoroethylene to the 
surface of various golf equipment in order to take advantage of that material's well known 
physical characteristics (i.e. reduced coefficient of friction, enhanced weathering properties, 
impact resistance). Regarding the Lutz and Chang references, while no mention is made of a ball 
supporting surface formed from polytetrafluoroethylene, the rejection is over the combination of 
Whelan in view of these references. Whelan et al. teaches the use of a coating on a ball support 
surface. The references to Lutz and Chang teach that polytetrafluoroethylene is known in the art 
of golf for its specific physical properties. Regarding the reference to Fleischer, this reference is 
especially pertinent since it concerns a golf tee and is directed to reducing the factional effects 
between the tee and the golf ball. Fleischer particularly states that the polytetrafluoroethylene 
coated strip reduces fractional forces. 

Regarding the applicant's arguments directed to Anderson, attention is directed to the 
statements presented above. The reference to Anderson is cited merely as a teaching that it is 
well known in the art of golf tees to either directly coat the golf tee with a covering material or 
first form the covering material as a layer and then adhesively apply the material to the golf tee. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Wong whose telephone number is 571-272-4416. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Wednesday 7am-5 :30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Greg Vidovich can be reached on 571-272-4415. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


Primary >Maminer 
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August 2, 2005 


